Background: School-community partnerships offer an op por tu nity to promote positive youth development. How ever, there is a need for community-based participatory research (CBPR) models that leverage community and school resources to create environments that support youths' success.
largest public district in Tennessee, there was an urgent need to maximize the collaboration between schools and community organizations with the goal of providing students with the support they need to be successful, both psychosocially and academically.
In a citywide effort to bolster the success of students attending public primary and secondary schools in Nashville, Alignment Nashville was created with support from the school district, city government, the chamber of commerce, multiple community agencies, and private philanthropy. Alignment Nashville's mission is to bring community-based resources together to create synergy to facilitate positive educational outcomes, primarily by promoting students' positive social and emotional adjustment. Although not explicitly initiated as CBPR, the agency's process is consistent with several CBPR principles, including (1) building on the assets and strengths within the community, (2) facilitating participation and collaboration of community members, and (3) using knowledge and action to benefit each of the partners. 
Methods the development of Aes
Alignment Nashville's community development efforts were organized by subcommittees that focused on tier levels (elementary, middle, and high schools), and other special needs (e.g., health care, mental health) within the district.
The Alignment Middle School Committee was central to the development and implementation of the intervention described in this case study. The committee leadership was selected by Alignment Nashville and was shared between a member of the community and a leader within the school district. Participation in the committee's work was open to all members of the community interested in addressing issues related to middle schools. Thus, the committee consisted of diverse stakeholders, including parents and school and district office leadership, as well as representatives from community organizations, local businesses, universities, and city government. After a year of monthly meetings, the committee agreed that the first goal for intervention was to promote youth positive development and decrease disruptive, aggressive, and bullying behaviors through systematically changing the school climate. The proposed intervention, called AES, reflected the idea of synergy through cooperation. Previous research proposes many conceptualizations of school climate. 5, 6 Based on this research and local school context, the committee agreed on a multi-dimensional definition of school climate ( Figure 1 ). The AES intervention (Table 1) focused on four processes that should be addressed to promote climate change and in turn promote positive student behaviors. These processes are school administrative functioning, school-wide support services/primary prevention, specific support services for high-risk student/secondary and tertiary prevention, and community and parent engagement.
The model suggests that if schools are functioning well in relation to these processes, they will be effectively meeting the needs of students. Consequently, the intervention was designed to assess the school in relation to each process, recognize and support each school's strengths, and provide tailored, theory-based intervention to address areas that in need of improvement. Based on this model, the AES program results in a package of interventions that collectively are designed to address each process within the school. This approach also assumes that the effectiveness of intervention in each process and promoting positive student outcomes. [10] [11] [12] In contrast, the Olweus model was developed to reduce the incidence of bullying behavior. Major components of the intervention include developing and enforcing clear rules against bullying, having regular classroom meetings to discuss bullying, and having individual talks with students who are chronically involved in bullying. 13 Evaluations of the program have consistently found reductions in bullying perpetration; therefore, the approach is widely considered a best practice for bullying prevention.
14,15
The AES intervention also was influenced by the field of Student Assistance. SAP provides a framework in which to address students' social and emotional barriers to learning and school success. 16 They typically offer a range of prevention, referral, intervention, and support services to students. Within the SAP framework, evidence-based prevention curriculums and programs are delivered to selected students or to the whole school. The specific models vary, but the program depends on a professionally trained coordinator and a core team that assess student needs and link students with appropriate services in the community. Research suggests that SAPs facilitate increased access to community-based services. 17 Apsler and colleagues, 17 for example, focused on students identified as high risk for academic or behavior problems. Their evaluation of the multicomponent SAP approach indicated that students who participated in the program for 2 academic years demonstrated improved attitudes toward school and fighting and engagement in school. 18 Evaluation of an intensive residential version of SAP found lower rates of substance use, and reduction in substance use among participants who were using. 19 However, evaluations of a range of student assistance models are scarce.
Most have focused more narrowly on alcohol and drug use. 
stages of the Aes Process
The Alignment Nashville Middle School Committee iden tified 12 schools with relatively high rates of behavioral problems.
From these schools, the committee targeted 4 schools based primarily on their geographic location, and the presence of existing relationships with Alignment Nashville partners. The schools served fifth through eighth grades, and were located in urban neighborhoods. The schools served mostly low-income students, with the rate of students receiving free and reduced cost lunches ranging from 64% to 84%. The schools were ethnically diverse, with varying percentages of African American (24%-74%), Caucasian (22%-62%), and Hispanic (4%-36%) students. 20 In addition, the committee outlined the responsibilities for the coordinators (Table 1) . Finally, the committee identified the specific outcomes that would be used to evaluate There were two main objectives within the school entry phase.
The first was to develop and cultivate relationships within the school (faculty, staff, students, and community organizations inside the school) as well with potential community partners.
The second objective was to raise awareness within the com- 
Challenges and Lessons Learned From the CBPR Process
A formal evaluation, including measurement of the students', teachers', and community partners' engagement with and perceptions of the AES process, is underway. The outcome evaluation will address the impact of the intervention on several student outcomes, including the perception of school climate, bullying and victimization, student attendance and disciplinary referrals, and student achievement. To date, the process evaluation suggests that the intervention has improved the connections between the schools and the surrounding the communities. These indicators include:
• Collaboration with community-based organizations to acquire and coordinate services for students and staff Youth Development and School Climate Change within the school, including mentoring, tutoring, social skills building, and increased access to basic needs (e.g., required school attire and school supplies). Coordinators were responsible for scheduling and meeting with commu nity agencies to communicate the policies of the school and to determine the needs of the organization, reviewing services to make determinations about appropriateness for students, and coordinating logistics (e.g., times, space in school, student times, and parental permission).
• Coordination with the school counseling department to select and implement school-wide bully prevention campaigns. Coordinators also assist in the implementation of interventions with targeted students (e.g.. perpetrators of bullying or victims of bullying). Their efforts include identifying appropriate students to participate, acquiring referral forms to make determinations about students who require specific services, and tracking students' progress through the process.
• Working with community-based agencies to facilitate regular PTO meetings away from the school and closer to where parents live. The students are often bussed to school; therefore, holding community-based meetings makes them more accessible to parents.
Nevertheless, there have been several distinct challenges and lessons learned during the development of the AES process for each of the stakeholders, especially for the coordinators, schools, and community agencies.
Challenges for the Coordinators
In addition to the challenges mentioned, the coordinators have had to address two primary challenges: Accountability and process ambiguity. 
ConCLusion
Preliminary evaluation suggest that the AES intervention may be an effective way of having communities meaningfully contribute to schools' efforts to promote positive youth development and prevent youth violence. Also, this approach is consistent with recent research findings. For example, a systematic review of school-based bullying prevention programs found that whole-school approaches were more likely to demonstrate positive outcomes than stand alone curricular-based interventions. 22 Without some sort of unifying framework or approach to offering services, prevention programs often are isolated and fragmented and do not reflect the reality that student risk factors as well as protective factors are not specific to specific problems or resiliency, respectively. In other words, violence, substance use, pregnancy, truancy, and dropout prevention focus in large part on the same risk and protective factors.
Research has also shown that collaboration and coordination among service providers is associated with improved students' social and emotional well-being. 19 
